On page 4 of the motion, under Docket No. LAKE 79-170-M,
the parties failed to list Citation No. 366451 dated April 18,
1979, alleging a violation of section 55.12-32.  The penalty
proposed for that alleged violation is $34.00.  Also on page 4,
under Docket No. LAKE 82-20-M, the proposed penalty shown in
column 4 for the single violation alleged in that docket is
$60.00, but that penalty should be corrected to show $160.00
in column 4.

On page 6 of the motion, the first case listed is Docket
No. CENT 81-146-M.  That reference to Docket No. CENT 81-146-M
should be deleted in its entirety because the proposed assess-
ment for that case is already listed in full on page 5 and
should not be repeated on page 6.  Also on page 6, under Docket
No. LAKE 80-101-M, the parties overlooked the need to list Order
No. 366088 dated August 29, 1979, alleging a violation of sec-
tion 55.12-17 with an associated proposed penalty of $305.00.

Addition of the amounts associated with the above-described
errors equals the deficiency of $537.00 referred to in the fourth
paragraph of this decision.  A summary of the corrections dis-
cussed above is given below:

LAKE 80-137-M (addition of proposed penalty
associated with omission of
Citation No. 366077) ............$  72.00

CENT 79-194-M {addition of -proposed penalty
associated with omission of
Citation No. 189111 .........

LAKE 79-170-M {addition of proposed penalty
associated with omission of
Citation No. 366451) ........,

LAKE 82-20-M (addition of $100 to increase in-
correct proposed penalty of $60
to $160 for Citation No. 500519)

66,00

34.00

100.00

CENT 81-146-M (reduction of proposed penalty
associated with deletion of
second listing of Docket No.
CENT 81-146-M) ................, .  -40.00

LAKE 80-101-M (addition of proposed penalty
associated with omission of
Order No. 366088) ...............  305.00

Total difference between actual proposed pen-
alties and incorrect proposed penalties
listed in joint motion......................$ 537 . 00
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